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TITLE 326 AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
#99-265(APCB)

SUMMARY/RESPONSE TO COMMENTSFROM THE SECOND COMMENT PERIOD
The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) requested public comment from
February 1, 2001, through March 5, 2001, on IDEM's draft rule language. IDEM received comments

from the following parties by the comment period deadline:

American Electric Power (AEP)

Bethlehem Sted Corporation (BSC)

Charleston Corporation (Charleston)

City of Indiangpolis (City/ERMD)
Environmenta Resources Management Divison

Countrymark Cooperative, Inc. (Can

Eli Lilly and Company (ELC)

Essroc Cement Corporation (ECC)

GE Plastics Mt Vernon, Inc. (GE)

Genera Cable Corporation (GCO)

Glavd Corporation (Gavd)

Hooser Energy Rurd Electric Cooperative, Inc. (HEREC)

Indiana Cast Metas Association (INCMA)

Indiana Manufacturers Association (IMA)

Indianapolis Power & Light Company (IPL)

K-T Corporation (K-T)

Knauf Fiber Glass GMBH (Knauf)

Monaco Coach Corporation (MCC)

NiSource, Northern Indiana Public Service Company (NIPSCO)

Purdue University (PU)

Quemetco, Inc. (Quemetco)

Richmond Power & Light Company (RPL)

Following is asummary of the comments received and IDEM's responses thereto.

Historical inter pretation of 326 IAC 6-3
Comment: If IDEM believes the rule should be amended to apply the requirements to processes
with process weight rates less than 100 |bs/hr, then the agency is proposing a significant shift in policy
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that needs greater analysis and judtification. (ELC)

Comment: IDEM believes (despite past permitting actions to the contrary) that 326 IAC 6-3
gpplies universaly to dl sources, including those with process weight rates less than one-hundred
pounds per hour (100 Ibshr). Thisisamgor changein IDEM’ sinterpretation of thisrule. IDEM’s
higtoric interpretation has left smal sources that cannot easily be controlled or monitored out of the
program when those sources have negligible impact on the environment. This has helped make the
implementation of the existing rule cogt effective both in itsimpact on the regulated community and on
agency resources. Recognizing the historicd interpretation of thisrule, IDEM should formally add the
historica application of the rule to the rule language in any future revison. (HEREC)

Comment: IDEM is atempting to change years of policy to conform to anew regulatory profile that
will not provide any environmenta benefit while sgnificantly increasing the regulatory burden on the
regulated community and the adminigrative burden on IDEM. IDEM should codify its historicd
interpretation of thisrule that exempts sources of less than 100-1b/hr throughput from the rule. (AEP)

Comment: The proposed revisons to expand the gpplicability of the rule to include sources with
process weight rates less than 100 Ibs/hr will significantly impact manufacturing, research and
development, and adminigtrative operations. We strongly disagree with IDEM’ s view that the process
weight rate rule applies to sources with process weight rates less than 100 |bs/hr. 326 IAC 6-3-2(C)
clearly excludes processes with process weight rates less than 100 |bg/hr. (ELC)

Response: The purpose of this rulemaking isto carify IDEM’s position that processes emitting
below 100 Ibs/hr can have significant emissions and thet there are public hedlth and quality of life
reasons for controlling particulate emissons from such processes. The gpplicability language of the
current rule does not explicitly exclude processes with process weight rates less than one hundred
pounds per hour.  The language in the current rule sates, “ This rule establishes emission limitations for
particulate emissions from process operations located anywhere in the state” [326 IAC 6-3-1(a)] and
“Process Operations. No person shall operate any process so as to produce, cause, suffer or alow
particulate matter to be emitted in excess of the amount shown in the following table’ [326 IAC 6-3-
2(c), emphasis added]. IDEM believes based on this language that the rule is applicable to any
processes which emit particulate matter, other than those specifically exempted in the rule. IDEM does
not believe that there is a specific exemption in the rule for processes with process weight rates less
than one hundred pounds per hour; this rulemaking will make that absolutely clear. However, in this
rulemaking IDEM ds0 intends to exempt some processes with extremely low particulate emissons
from 326 IAC 6-3.

Comment: IDEM hasfailed to adequately address the fact that sources with process throughput of
less than 100 |bs/hr do not contribute to any exceedence of an applicable NAAQS, nor do they
threaten to deteriorate air qudity in areasin which the air is cleaner than the NAAQS. The comment
that smal sources may collectively have sgnificant emissons is an assertion unsupported by any



Rc2 99-265
Process weight rate
April 12, 2001

evidence in the record. (MCC, Glava, Charleston)

Response: IDEM cannot ate as definitively as the commenter that sources with low process
weight rate do not contribute to any exceedance of aNAAQS. Whether or not they rise to the leve of
exceeding aNAAQS, processes with emisson rates below 100 Ibs’hr can have sgnificant particulate
emissons. The purpose of thisrulemaking isto clarify that processes with throughput of less than 100
Ibs/hr are subject to 326 IAC 6-3. There are valid public policy reasons for controlling these levels of
emissions that include qudity of life reasons as well as the ahility to regulate nuisances to neighbors from
small particulate matter emitting operations. Also, because 326 IAC 6-3 has been approved as part of
the state implementation plan (SIP), U.S. EPA may view an exemption for processes less than 100
Ib/hr to be ardlaxation of the SIP.

Comment: Rule 6-3 incorporates emission limitations based upon control technology which existed
over fifty (50) years ago. It aso addresses particulate matter, and not PM-10 or PM 2.5. When more
stringent control was needed for particulate nonattainment areas, separate (Rule 6-1) was adopted.
Thus, the Agency’s comment that the SIP for PM-10 “relies” on Rule 6-3 isnot true. Rule 6-3is
superceded by Rule 6-1 in dl former TSP nonattainment areas and in dl current PM-10 nonattainment
aress. (MCC, Glava, Charleston)

Response: Although particulate matter emissions are currently regulated by U.S. EPA as PM-10, in
the past they were regulated as tota suspended particulates (TSP). Early rules promulgated to address
particulate matter emissions including the process weight rate rule (and the fugitive dust rule) were
approved as part of the TSP gtate implementation plan (SIP) as early as 1982. Periodicaly, U.S. EPA
is required to reexamine existing standards to assure that they remain protective of public hedth. If the
exiging sandard is deemed insufficient to protect public then U.S. EPA is required to promulgete a
standard that will protect public hedth. Such was the case with the particulate matter sandard.  Since
1993 particulate matter emissions have been regulated as PM-10 in counties where it was determined
that particulate emissions exceeded the U.S. EPA revised particulate matter ssandard (PM-10). Those
areas, sources and processes that did not exceed the revised PM-10 standard are not addressed in the
revised PM-10 rules but continue to be regulated under the existing particulate (TSP) rules. Because
the SIP does not dlow ardaxation of its requirements, the particulate matter SIP as well as Article 6
include both PM-10 rules and TSP rules. When the revised PM-2.5 isimplemented, the particulate
matter SIP will dso include PM-2.5 rules for those areas of the state that do not meet the new revised
federal standard.

Comment: Commenters request that IDEM reconsider commenters' January 31, 2000, comments.
(MCC, Glavd, Charleston)

Response: In this second response to comments IDEM is again responding on the meritsto
comments addressing smaler sourcesinggnificant activities’de minimis levels, exemption of pecific
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operations, and consideration of the economic reasonableness of regulating sources subject to thisrule,
that were submitted by the commenter in response to the request for comments from the first comment

period.

Requisite factorsthat must be taken into account by a board adopting rules

Comment: IDEM has failed to address the requirements of 1C 13-14-8-4 that proposed rules must
address exigting air quality and the economic reasonableness of reducing a particular type of pollutant.
The record is devoid of any andysis of what ar qudity improvement will be redized by making Rule 6-
3 gpplicable to sources with process weight rates below 100 Ibs/hr or of the economic impact on those
sources. (MCC, Glaval, Charleston)

Response: IC 13-14-8-4 lists a number of factors that a board adopting and establishing
environmental regulations must take into account including 1C 13-14-8-4(4) (“the nature of the existing
ar quality or existing water quality, as gppropriate’) and 1C 13-14-8-4(6) (“economic reasonableness
of measuring or reducing any particular type of pollution”). The purpose of this rulemaking isto darify
an ambiguity concerning the gpplicability of the exiging rule. IDEM recognizes that processes that emit
less than 100 Ibs’hr may have sgnificant but locd ar qudity impacts. Because of past inconsstent
gpplication of this rule and continuing questions regarding the applicability of the process weight rate
rule to processes that emit less than 100 Ibg/hr, this rulemaking clarifies that processes that emit less
than 100 Ibs’hr have been and continue to be subject to the process weight rule. Because processes
that emit less than 100 Ibs’hr have been subject to thisrule, the darification of the goplicability of the
rule should not result in additional costs associated with adding controls or certifying compliance. If a
source that is subject to the process weight rate rule is not currently in compliance with the rule, there
could be costs associated with coming into compliance.

Definition of terms

Comment: IDEM should include a section in the proposed rule containing definitions of terms
referred to within the proposed rule. IDEM should include the definition of “process’ in a definition
section of the proposed rule dong with dl other gpplicable terms referred to in the context of the
proposed rule. (IPL)

Response: Many of the terms referred to in the proposed rule are defined in 326 IAC 1-2, the
definition section of the generd provisions. These definitions are gpplicable throughout Title 326, unless
atermisdefined differently in aparticular rule for the purposes of that rule. Because the terms used in
326 IAC 6-3 are consgtent with the way they are defined in 326 IAC 1-2, it is appropriate to rely on
definitions of generd applicahility (i.e, 326 IAC 1-2).

Comment: 326 IAC 6-3 should be clarified to resolve dl long standing issues with the definition of
“Process weight; weight rate” in 326 IAC 1-2-59. Asan example, if asource paints stedl beams,
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under 326 IAC 1-2-59, the process weight is the total weight of al materias introduced in any source
operation. However, particulate matter emissons are likely to occur from over-spray and would not
be affected by the weight of the beams being painted. The same may be true for welding, shot blasting,
etc. Thelast statement of 326 IAC 1-2-59 seemsto imply that if there is more than one interpretation,
then the interpretation that results in the minimum vaue for alowable emissons shdl gpply. The
gatement may be what IDEM uses to resolve discrepancies in determining what introduced materids
condtitute the total weight entered into a process. (City/ERMD)

Response: IDEM agreesthat 326 IAC 1-2-59 states that if there is more than one interpretation of
what isto be included in the determination of process weight rate, the most conservation interpretation
applies. For ingtance if the nature of a process could be interpreted as either batch or long run steady
dtate, then the proper interpretation is the one that results in the lowest dlowable emission rate.

Rule applicability

Comment: IDEM continues to believe that fugitive dust should be dedt with in the process weight
ratesrule. The proposed fugitive dust rule as currently drafted includes emissions from process
operations and much more. Besides the fact that multiple definitions of fugitive dust seem to be
counterproductive, multiple regulations dedling with management of fugitive dust seem to be even more
counterproductive. IDEM should review its multiple gpproaches to fugitive dust and streamline the
regulation into asinglerule. INCMA)

Comment: The rule language should be modified to clarify that the rule only gppliesto process or
stack sources, not fugitive sources of emissions, especially roadways [and] other open areas thet are
not typicaly processes. (NIPSCO)

Comment: IDEM should clarify that the rule applies to stack sources and not fugitive sources. This
rule was designed for stack sources, not fugitive emissons, as those emissons are regulated under the
fugitive dust rule. IDEM should darify thet this rule does not cover fugitive emissons.

(BSC, CCl, ECC, GCC, K-T, Knauf, Quemetco, RPL )

Response: In responding to these commentsiit isimportant to distinguish between “fugitive dust” and
“process fugitives’ or “fugitive emissons’. The fugitive dust rule, 326 IAC 6-4, only appliesto
emissions that actually cross sources property lines. The process weight rate rule, 326 IAC 6-3,
applies to emissons, including fugitive emissons, from process operations, whether or not they crossa
property line. Thus, the process weight rate rule regul ates the emissons rate from the process, while the
fugitive dust rule regulates such emissons if they cross the property line. Both rules could apply to
emissions from a particular process.

Comment: Does IDEM consider particulate matter emissions generated by coa conveyor systems,
conveyor transfer points, and aggregate (coa) storage pile operations to be included in the definition of
“process?’ (IPL)
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Comment: Do processes such as coa handling and conveying fal within the scope of 326 IAC 6-3?
(HEREC)

Response: Loading or unloading of cod and conveying and handling cod meet the definition of
“process’ in 326 IAC 1-2-58; therefore 326 IAC 6-3 is applicable. In most circumstances,
roadways and storage piles do not meet the definition of “process’.

Comment: If the process weight rate rule applies to coa conveyor systems, coa conveyor transfer
points, and aggregate storage pile operations, it is unreasonable for IDEM to regulate such sources that
may otherwise be covered under other particulate matter emission control regulations. (IPL)

Response: A sourceis subject to dl gpplicable requirements. Because a source is subject to agiven
particulate matter emission control rule does not preclude the source from being subject to additiona
particulate matter control rules.

| nsignficant/trivial/exempt activities

Comment: IDEM should exempt inggnificant activities from thisrule. The sources and thresholds
defined as inggnificant activities under 326 IAC 2-7-1(21) should be exempt from gpplication of this
rules. IDEM should modify the draft language at 326 IAC 6-3-1 asfollows:

(&) Thisrule establishes emisson limitations for particulate emissons from process operations

located anywhere in the state, except for those adtivities thet satify the definition of insgnificant

activities under 326 IAC 2-7-1(21), and except for fugitive emission sources thet are regulated
under 326 IAC 6-4 and 6-6-5. (BSC, CCl, ECC, GCC, K-T, Knauf, Quemetco, RPL)

Comment: IDEM’s suggestion to use the inggnificant and trivid source litsin 326 IAC 2-7-1asa
garting point for a blanket exemption is a step in the proper direction. While these lists would serve as
apractica bassfor an exemption, there are undoubtedly additional small sources that merit incluson in
the exemption list. IDEM should explicitly list in this rule the sources exempt from its scope as part of
326 IAC 6-3-1(b). (AEP, GE, IPL, NIPSCO)

Comment: Subsection 326 IAC 6-3-2(€)(2) should be deleted and replaced with ade minimis
emission provison that effectivdy exempts dl trivid or inggnificant sources from regulation under this
rule. (IPL)

Comment: The following specific processes listed in the definition of “inggnificant activity” should be
exempted from the process weight rate rule:

- Research and development activities defined in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(E)

- Fue dispensing activities described in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(G)(ii)

- VOC and HAP storage as described in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(G)(iii)

- Packaging and filling activities as described in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(G)(v)

- Production-related activities described in 326 |AC 2-7-1(21)(G)(vi)

- Solvent recycling systems as described in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(G)(viii)
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- Water-based activities described in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(G)(ix)

- Trimmers as described in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(G)(xi)

- Conveyors as described in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(G)(xiv)

- Coal bunker and coa scale exhausts and associated dust collector vents as described in 326 IAC

2-7-1(21)(G)(xv)

- Grinding and machining operations as described in 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(G)(xxiii)

(GE)

Comment: We support IDEM’ s proposal to add dip coating to the list of processes that are exempt
from the process weight rate rule and suggest that a similar process be added - roll coating. (GE)

Comment: 326 IAC 3-1-(b) should include the following:

6. Processes listed in 326 IAC 2-1.1-3(d)(4).

7. Processes with a maximum process welght rates less than one hundred (100) pounds per hour.

8. Processes with the potentia to emit less than five (5) tons per year of particulate matter.

(ELC)

Comment: Theintent of 326 IAC 6-3 isto establish particulate matter emission limitations for
processes not otherwise limited by 326 IAC 6, 326 IAC 2, or 326 IAC 2-7. 326 IAC 2-7-1(21)(D)
through (G) and 326 IAC 2-7-1(40) isaligting of what activities are likely, in and of themselves, to not
exceed minimum permitting threshold. 1t must be understood that sources can have applicable
requirements but not necessarily require apermit. An amended 326 IAC 6-3 should not specificaly
address that particulate matter limits would only gpply to emisson units above insgnificant activity
thresholds. The origina intent of 326 IAC 6-3 included the concept of regulating nuisances to
neighbors from smdl particulate matter emitting operations and regulaing fugitive sources not otherwise
regulated by 326 IAC 6-4 or 6-5. If IDEM does not want to exempt categories of activities from
quantifying their particulate matter emisson rate, the trivia activity list under 326 IAC 2-7-1(40) more
than likely contains activities that have negligible regulated pollutant emisson rates. (City/ERMD)

Comment: As currently proposed, the rule would specify that any process with a process weight
rate of less than 100 pounds per hour would be required to meet an emission limit of 0.551 pounds of
particulate matter per hour. Any process operation, regardiess of Szeis required to comply with
particulate matter under the draft rule. Because the West Lafayette campus will ultimately be part of a
Title V permit, we will be required to provide a certification annudly in regards to its compliance status
will al applicable requirements. “Process’ is defined under 326 IAC 1-2-58 as.

“Any action, operation, or trestment and the equipment used in connection therewith, and dl

methods or forms of manufacturing or processing that may emit air contaminants.”

Given the broad definition of “process,” there may be many activities that occur on campus on a
very smdl scae, particularly in teaching laboratories and research and development facilities, that could
be affected by thisrule. It would be virtudly impossible to identify dl activities (particularly those of an
intermittent nature) which “process’ less than 100 pounds per hour. Rule 6-3 should be revised to
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indicate that the rule does not apply to insgnificant activities or trivid activities (as defined under 326
IAC 2-7) that have a process weight rate below 100 pounds per hour. (PU)

Response: IDEM agreesthat trivia activities as defined at 326 IAC 2-7-1(40) should be exempt
from 326 IAC 6-3 and has added trivid activitiesto the list of processesthat are exempt from the rule.
IDEM has aso proposed to exempt many, but not al, activities defined asinggnificant at 326 IAC 2-7-
1(21). Those activitiesin 326 IAC 2-7-1(21) that will continue to be subject to 326 IAC 6-3 are
activities that can have a sgnificant impact on ar quaity even though they are not considered
“ggnificant” for TitleV permitting purposes. Additiondly, dip coating, dip gavanizing, and roll coating
have been exempted from the rule.

de minimisexemption threshold

Comment: It iscritica for the process weight rate rule to have a de minimis threshold for identifying
the processes that are not subject to the rule. Otherwise, the rule will apply to numerous activities with
minimd air quaity impact. The definition of process (“any action, operation, or treetment and the
equipment used in connection therewith™) includes virtudly al activities capable of emitting any quantity
of ar contaminants. Under IDEM’ s proposd, not only will the rule gpply to smadl manufacturing or
research and development equipment, but aso to equipment as mundane as office pencil sharpeners
and paper shredders. (ELC)

Comment: 326 IAC 6-3-2(e) does not provide for an exemption for processes that are below 100
Ibs’/Hr. IDEM currently applies the process weight rule to processes with process weight rates that are
blow the 100 Ibs’hr threshold. This results in the gpplication of the rule to emisson units with very low
emisson rates - emission units that are smal enough they would not require permit review by IDEM.

IDEM is establishing compliance monitoring requirements for these low-emitting unitsin new source
permits and operating permits. IDEM should declare that any process with a process weight rate less
than 100 Ib/hr is exempt from 326 IAC 6-3. (AEP, IMA, MCC/BT, Glava, Charleston)

Comment: While IDEM dated it did not request numerical thresholds for any exemptions, we
suggest it would be logica and appropriate to include a numericd threshold. The threshold would be
based on the lowest dlowable emission rate in the rule - 0.551 [bs/hr. Any process whose potential
emissions do not exceed 0.551 would be exempt from the process weight rate rule. Since 0.551 Ibs/hr
is the lowest dlowable emisson rate that IDEM is proposing, it islogica to exempt any process whose
potential emissions are no more than 0.551 Ibshr. Including this numerica threshold would [not]
disfavor the environment in any way, emissions from such activities are dready exempt. It would,
however, smplify compliance with the rule, thereby reducing the regulatory burden on the affected
sources. (GE)

Comment: It may be best to resolve the issue by the proposed language of 326 IAC 6-3-2(€)(2),
“When the process rate is less than one hundred (100) |bs/hr, the maximum alowable rate of emisson
shall not exceed 0.551 Ib/hr.” (City/ERMD)




Rc2 99-265
Process weight rate
April 12, 2001

Comment: Asabacksop to the list of exempted items in the rule, we suggest that IDEM retain the
current exemption of processes with process weight rates less than 100 Ib/hr. In addition, the rule
should exempt processes with low levels of particulate matter emissions. The rule should exempt
processes with potential to emit particulate matter lessthan 5 tons per year. Thisis the same exemption
threshold in the permit rules (326 IAC 2-1.103(d)(2)(A)). Both of these thresholds ensure that small
operations and processes with low emissions are not subject to the ruleif they do not gppear on the list
of exempted items. (ELC)

Response: The department agrees that a de minimis threshold in the process weight ruleisan
gppropriate mechanism to eliminate those emitting activities for which this rule was never intended (e.g.
pencil sharpeners and office paper shredders). The department agrees with the comment that
“processes’ with potentia emissions less than 0.551 Ib/hr should be exempt from the rule. Thiswould
not rule out processes with a process weight rate less than 100 Ib/hr, but would exclude processes that
inherently comply with the limit and do not require controls.

Specific operations

Comment: IDEM should define the term “ surface coating”, as used under draft 326 IAC 6-3-2(d).
(BSC, CCl, ECC, GCC, K-T, Knauf, MCC)

Response: IDEM agrees that the rule should further darify the term “ surface coating.” IDEM
requests suggestions for defining “ surface coating” for the specific purposes of thisrule.

Comment: IDEM should confirm that the term * surface coating”, as used under draft 326 IAC 6-3-
2(d), does not apply to gdvanizing at an integrated stedl mill. (BSC)

Response:  Gavanizing is the coating of iron or sted with rust resstant zinc through a hot dipping
process. Dip galvanizing has been added to the list of exemptionsin 326 IAC 6-3-1(6).

Comment: 326 IAC 6-3-2(d)(2) should be modified to remove any reference to accumulation on
the ground and be left as a visble emisson requirement only. (MCC)

Response:  The department disagrees that the reference to “ accumulate on the ground” should be
removed from the rule. When control equipment is not operating properly, one obvious indication of
improper operation is an accumulation of particulate matter on the ground or on aroof.

Comment: #26 IAC 6-3-2(d) needsto be clarified. Itisnot clear what graphic arts operations
IDEM intends a dry particulate filter or equivaent control device to be used in. (City/ERMD)

Response: For the most part, graphic arts operations (e.g. printing presses) do not emit particulate
matter. However, graphics arts operations that use a Spray technique could emit particulate matter that
would be subject to the process weight rule. Dip coating and roll coating have been added to the
exemption list at 326 IAC 6-3-1(b).
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Deter mining/certifying compliance with applicable reguirements
Comment: If IDEM proceeds with the proposed amendment, the process weight rate rule will

needlesdy subject far too many processesto its requirements. This policy shift will result in sources

expending asgnificant amount of adminigtrative resources in their attempts to determine compliance
with therule, but it will result in little or no reduction in particulate metter emissons.

Expanding the applicability of this rule imposes subgtantid administrative burdens for sources
operating those processes. |If the regulated processis operating a a Title V or FESOP source, the
gpplication of the process weight rate rule must be identified as an applicable requirement in the permit.
The permit may even require compliance monitoring for these processes.

Furthermore, sources will have asgnificantly increased burden for certifying compliance with the
process weight rate limitsin the annua compliance certification. Sourceswill be forced to expend
ggnificant resources towards determining the compliance status of these low-emitting processes. Many
of these sources may not have emission factors established or dlow the possibility of stack testing.
Therefore, a scientific bass for the determination of compliance status may not exist.

The air qudity vaue of subjecting the small processes and low-emitting operations needs to be
evaduated closdly. The process weight rate rule does not establish rigorous particulate matter emisson
limits. Many processes are able to meet the limits without using any emission control equipment. Most
of the processes with process weight rates less than 100 Ib/hr most likely will not have to employ new
controls or upgrade exigting controls to meet the emission limitimposed by therule. Consequently,
applying the rule to these amall processes will not yidd any air qudity improvement; it will only incresse
the administrative burdens on the sources who must certify compliance with the requirement. In
addition, IDEM has not [sic.] that any adverse ar quality impacts will occur if the rule continues to
apply aswe bdievethat it has applied inthe past. (ELC)

Comment: Should IDEM choose to deviate from its historic interpretation, then IDEM should make
specid provisonsfor unitsthat have not traditionaly been regulated by this rule. Specifically:

- The Agency should not require burdensome compliance monitoring for units with process weght
rates less than 100 |bs/hr, nor should the agency re-open past permit decisons as aresult of this
change.

- Thisrule change should not impact the status of processes or operations that are identified as
“Inggnificant Activities’ under the Title VV permit rules.

- For processes or operations located at sources operating under a Title V Operating Permit, the
agency should clearly identify as part of this rulemaking what types of data and information that must
be provided as part of an annua compliance certification.

- If asource owner or operator did not identify a process or operation with a process weight rate less
than 100 Ibs’hr in a permit application based on previous agency guidance which may have led the
applicant to believe that such processes were not affected by the rule, the agency must provide the
opportunity to revise the affected permit applications with no enforcement repercussions. (HEREC)

10
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Response: As previoudy stated, in Situations where a source owner or operator did not previoudy
identify a process with a process weight rate less than one hundred (100) Ibs’hr, IDEM will use
enforcement discretion in alowing a source the opportunity to revise permit applications where previous
agency guidance was not clear.

The applicability of compliance monitoring is not affected by the gpplicability of 326 IAC 6-3to
facilities with a process weight rate less than 100 |bs/hr nor will the applicability of 326 IAC 6-3 change
any indgnificant activity dassfication. However, an inggnificant activity to which alimit under the rule
appliesis consdered a specificaly regulated inggnificant activity (which requires that appropriate
operating conditions addressing the rule gpplicability be included in a Part 70 permit).

Comment: Consolidating the exemptions from 326 IAC 6-3-1 and 326 IAC 11-1-1 would smplify
the rule language and dlow areader to more easly determine gpplicability and compliance
respongibilities. (INCMA)

Response: 326 IAC 6-3-1 establishes emission limitations for particulate emissions from process
operations located anywhere in the state. 326 IAC 11-1-1 establishes emission limitations for
particulate matter from foundries in operation on or before December 6, 1968 and those in operation
after December 6, 1968. Consolidating the exemptions from 326 IAC 11-1-1 into 326 IAC 6-3-1
would require areduction in alowable emissons from foundry cupolas in existence prior to December
6, 1968. It isnot the intent of IDEM to require new or additiona controls to insure compliance with
gpplicable requirements for sources that currently in compliance with gpplicable requirements.

Control methods and work practices
Comment: In 326 |AC 6-3-2(d), the work practices seem to be less related to environmental
protection and more oriented toward worker safety issues - clearly an OSHA responsbility. INCMA)
Response: 326 |AC 6-3-2(d) requires operation of particulate matter controls and that overspray
not be detectable. These requirements and work practices are directly related to reducing emissonsto
the environment.

Process weight ratetable

Comment: The table set out in 326 IAC 6-3-2(€) should be deleted. IDEM and the regulated
community should merely rely on the formulas set out therein. (BSC, ECC, GCC, K-T))

Comment: We support IDEM’sfour corrections in the table of alowable rates of emissonsin draft
326 IAC 6-3-2(€).

In addition, every dlowable rate of emission in the table contains 3 Sgnificant units, with the
exception of the allowable rates for the process weight rates of 8,000 Ibs/hr, 9,000 [bs/hr, 10,000
Ibs’hr, and 12,000 Ibs’hr. We see no reason why the allowable rates for these process weight rates
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should contain 4 significant figuresinstead of 3, as the other do. We request that the alowable rates (in
Ibs/hr) for the above referenced process weight rates be changed form 10.40 to 10.4; 11.20to 11.2,
12.00 to 12.0, and 13.60 to 13.6, respectively. Thiswould simply involve dropping the trailing zero
from the dlowable rate. (GE)

Response: The dlowable rates in the table were based on the equations presented in the footnotes
and isincluded for the convenience of sources and the public. IDEM agreesthat satisticadly the limits
for process weight rates eight thousand (8,000), nine thousand (9,000), ten thousand (10,000), and
twelve thousand (12,000) Ib/hr dl have one too many significant figures with respect to the other table
entries and will amend these entries.  However, it should be noted that if a compliance determination is
made and an emission rate exceeds the absolute value of the listed limit, the exceedance indicates that
control devices are not operating correctly. In making a compliance determination if the test protocols
and methodology use congtants that have more significant figures than the table, then the test protocols
and methodology results will be used to determine compliance with thisrule.

Compliance requirements/options

Comment: If IDEM inssts on including 326 IAC 6-3-2-(d), than a source involved with surface
coating should be alowed the choice of complying with 326 IAC 6-3-2(d) surface coating
requirements or 326 IAC 6-3-2(e) process operations alowable emissons. Moving surface coating
from its previous control technology in the rule is unnecessary and without a reasonable basis.
(INCMA)

Comment: 326 IAC 6-3-2(d).

(2) This subsection must be removed. Manufacturer’ s specifications are not necessarily applicable

to site specific application, but rather are agenera guide in operation/ingdlation of the equipment.
(ELC)

Response: 326 IAC 6-3-2(d) isintended to replace the applicability of the alowable emissionsin
326 IAC6-3-2(e) because it is not practica to cdculate an dlowable limit for surface coating
operations and, therefore, impractica to determine compliance. If aprocessis controlled using an
appropriate control device and acceptable work practice standards including operating the process and
control equipment as specified by the manufacturer, for purposes of the process weight rate rule, the
operation isin compliance with the rule.

Comment: 326 IAC 6-3-2(d) should be amended to read asfollows:

(3) “A particulate matter control deviceis not required for operations that use less than ten (10)
gdlons of coating per day. An operation that is subject to this section shdl remain subject to this
section until such time that 365 continuous days of usage data is available to confirm the future
intended use of the operation. At any time the coating application rate increases to greater than 10
gallons per day particulate matter control devices must bein place’.
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(ELC)

Response: The department agrees that the addition of “particulate matter” is a good suggestion as
the current language literdly says that no control device [of any kind] would be needed for aless than
10 gal/day operation. The department agrees that any time the coating gpplication rate increasesto ten
(10) gdlons per day particulate control devices must be in place.

It is not the intent of the department to dlow for annud averaging for any process weight operation
that is required to use control technologies and meet work practice standards.

Calculation of allowable emissons

Comment: 326 IAC 6-3-2(e) should be amended to read as follows:

(2) “The maximom alowable rate of emisson shdl be based on the maximum process weight rate

for an operation.”

This interpretation has been agreed upon by its use in existing permit documents. Individua
dlowable limits have been established in Section D of permits based on the maximum process weight
rate. Therefore, compliance would be based on the documented limit for the operation as Stated in the
permit. It isnecessary to plainly clarify this position to give sources the opportunity to know which
“bar” they are usng for compliance certificaions.

(2)This subsection must be removed. The rule should be dlarified that it does not apply to

operations with process weight rates less than 100 Ib/hr.
(ELC)

Response: IDEM does not agree that “maximum” should be deleted from this sentence. Clarification
of what is the maximum gpplicable limit is currently provided for by establishing the limit in a permit.
The maximum alowable rate does not apply at process weight rates below the maximum process
weight rate. When determining hourly compliance, the actual process weight rate at which the process
is operating shdl be used to establish the dlowable rate of emissions during that hour of operation. To
do so otherwise would not ensure that a process is being properly maintained and controlled and the
environment protected.
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